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DETAILED ACTION 

15. The Examiner acknowledges paper # 17 the amendment of 12/30/2002. 

16. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this 
action can be found in a prior Office action. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

17. Claims 20, 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Rose et al. 6,503,136 in view of Win et al. 4,833,003 and 

Jones et al. 4,725,489. 

Rose describes a cleaner and polish article with a substrate 
(corresponding to the base body of the claimed invention) with at least one 
surface of the substrate contains abrasive material (corresponding to the 
abrasive particles of the claimed invention), (see abstract). Rose describes 
the abrasive component can be about 10% of the surface, (column 3, lines 41- 
43). Rose describes the abrasive component, which does not scratch the 
surface to be cleaned, (column 3, lines 19-33) which property, not scratching 
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the surface, is what the claimed invention achieves as described in instant 
specification, page 8, lines 13-14. It is the Examiner's position that Rose 
inherently meets the pencil hardness limitation since the abrasive of Rose does 
not scratch the surface. Rose describes the aqueous cleaning emulsion 
(corresponding to the detergent composition), (see abstract). Rose describes 
the article contains water, (column 4, lines 55-56). Rose describes silicone as 
a protectant, corresponding to the protective layer of the claimed invention, 
(column 6, lines 58-60). Rose differs from the claimed invention because it 
describes a two step method and is silent about impregnating but the 
Examiner interprets "incorporation thereon" as corresponding to the 
impregnation, (column 2, lines 54-58). 

Win describes moist abrasive wipes with impregnation of various 
additives as well as aqeous cleaning solution (corresponding to the claimed 
detergent), (column 3, lines 8-68; column 4, lines 1-3). 
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Jones describes aqueous liquid composition impregnated into a 
substrate, (corresponding to the claimed invention), (column 3, lines 60-65; 

column 4, lines 15-24). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to modify the cleaning article of Rose with the 
impregnated aqueous cleaning solution of Win or liquid of Jones motivated 
with the expectation that with the detergent or cleaning solution impregnated 
there would be improvement in cleaning properties as noted by Jones, 
(column 3, lines 60-68). 

Applicant's arguments regarding the previous rejection were considered but 
with the new grounds of rejection are not considered germane. 

18. Claims 21-27, 29-31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Win et al. 4,833,033 in view of Rose 6,503,136 and Wong 

etal. 5,213,588. 

Win describes a moist, a liquid aqueous cleaning solution 
(corresponding to a detergent), (corresponding to the impregnated detergent 
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body) abrasive wipe with an abrasive layer of snotty deposits with a range of 
size about 40-2000 microns(corresponding to the claimed abrasive particles), 
(column 3, lines 7-20). Win describes polymer materials for the abrasive 
particles can be polypropylene, ethylene vinyl acetate, and polyvinyl chloride 
among others, (column 3, lines 30-38). Win describes the liquid cleaning 
solution (corresponding to the detergent) is in the wipe in the amount of about 
100 to 700 percent, (column 3, lines 54-59). Win describes in all product 
forms of the article of this invention it can be advantageous to impregnate the 
product with various additives, (column 3, lines 67-68; column 4, lines 1-3). 
Win differs from the claimed invention because it is silent about the specific 
range of hardness of the abrasive particles and the protective layer forming 
component. 

Rose describes a cleaning article applicator as above in paragraph # 17 
above. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to employ the protective component of silicone of 
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Rose in the article of Win motivated with the expectation that the silicone 
would improve the surface by penetration of the polish thus protection the 
surface, (column 6, lines 58-60). Regarding the method claims 20 and 28, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to clean a substrate with the claimed impregnated article 
since the steps of wiping the surface and clearing the dirt off the surface 
would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the cleaning art and require no 
extraordinary skill and are conventional in the cleaning art. Regarding 
particle size of the abrasive particles and the amount of detergent, it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill m this art to optimize the size of the 
abrasive particles since dirt or soil removal would be improved by the 
appropriate selection of the size of the particles, see Win column 3, lines 10- 
13, and the amount of the detergent, see Win column 3, lines 55-59, used in 
combination with each other. 

Regarding the amount of abrasive particles, Win describes this can depend 
upon the polymer and the degree of texture of the layer, (column 3, lines 44- 
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45). Regarding the penc.l hardness limitation, it is the Examiner's position 
that applicant in the instant specification equates this to the property of not 
scratching the surface of the material to be cleaned, as noted on page 8, lines 
13-14. However, Rose would meet this limitation of pencil hardness 
implicitly, column 3, lines 24-25; hues 31-32, as discussed above in paragraph 
#17. 

Moreover, the Examiner cites Wong because cleaning is improved with 
abrasivity and this depends upon the shape, size, and particle hardness of the 
particles see Wong column 6, lines 1-62. 

Double Patenting 
19. The nonstatutory double patenting rejection is based on a judicially 
created doctrine grounded in public policy (a policy reflected in the statute) so 
as to prevent the unjustified or improper timewise extension of the "right to 
exclude" granted by a patent and to prevent possible harassment by multiple 
assignees. See In re Goodman, 1 1 F.3d 1046, 29 USPQ2d 2010 (Fed. Cir. 
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,993); In re Long, 759 F.2d 887, 225 USPQ 645 (Fed. Cir. 1985); In re Van 
Ormm, 686 F.2d 937, 214 USPQ 761 (CCPA 1982); In re Vogel, 422 F.2d 
438, 164 USPQ 619 (CCPA 1970);and, In re Thorington, 418 F.2d 528, 163 

USPQ 644 (CCPA 1969). 

A timely filed terminal disclaimer in compliance with 37 CFR 1.321(c) 
may be used to overcome an actual or provisional rejection based on a 
nonstatutory double patenting ground provided the conflicting application or 
patent is shown to be commonly owned with this application. See 37 CFR 
1.130(b). 

Effective January 1. 1994, a registered attorney or agent of record may 
sign a terminal d.sc.a.mer. A terminal disclaimer signed by the assignee must 
fully comply with 37 CFR 3.73(b). 

20. Claims 21-31 are rejected under the judicially created doctrine of 
obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over Cairns 1-9 of 
U.S. Patent No. 6,376,046. Although the conflicting claims are not identical. 
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the y are not patentab.y distinct from each other because it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
to make the detergent impregnated artic.e with the abrasive particles since the 
claims of<046 encompass the c.aimed invention with the difference bong that 
•046 is site* about the pencil hardness and amount of abrasive particles used 
in the impregnated article. However, it would be obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in this art to optimize the amount of abrasive particles with the 
appropriate pencil hardness of the partides motivated with the expectation 
that to achieve improved cleaning power and nonscratchmg of the surfaces to 
be cleaned. 



21. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications 
from the examiner should be directed to John J. Guarriello whose telephone 
number is 703-308-3209. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday 
to Friday from 8 am to 4 pm. 
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If attempts to reach the exammer by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
oner's supervisor, Terre, Moms, can he reached on (703) 308- 2 4!4. The 
fax phone number for the organization where th,s appHcation or proceedmg » 

assigned is 703-305-5408. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this 
application or proceedmg shou.d be directed to the receptionist whose 
telephone number is 703-308-0661. 

y 

John J. Guarriello:gj 
Patent Examiner 
March 12, 2003 
March 19, 2003 
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SUPERVISORY PATEN] T EXAMINER 
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